REMARKS 

Claims 1.-24 and 31 are pending. The Office Action dated September 25, 2006 has been 
carefully reviewed. Reconsideration of the grounds of rejection is respectfully requested in view 
of the remarks herein. 
jiumman of the Office Action 

References to paragraphs in the subject office action are referred to herein in parentheses 
identifying the appropriate paragraph, e.g. (para x). 

The Examiner has object to the Specification because it contains an embedded hyperlink 
on page 1 2, line 6 (para 3). 

Claims 3, 4, 14 and 1 5 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 12 as indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicants regards 
as the invention, (para 4), 

Claims 1-6. 8-17, 19-24 and 31 have been rejected, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,884,310, issued to Brichta et al. ("Briehta"), in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,102.969, issued to Christiansen et ah ("Christ tansoif') (para 5). 

Claims 7 and 18 have been rejected, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as being unpatentable over 
Brichta in view of Christiansen and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,366,915 ("Rupert") 
(para 6). 

Response to Office Action 

1, Objection to the Specification 

The Applicants have submitted an amended paragraph, page II, line 10 through page 12, 
line 10, of the Specification. The embedded hyperlink has been removed. The Applicants 
request the Examiner's review and approval of the Specification. 

2. Rejection of Claims 1-6, 8-17, 19-24 and 31 
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In response to the Examiner's rejection of claims 1-6, 8-1 7. 19-24 and 31 , the .Applicants 
respectfully assert that the pending claims are allowable over the cited references because the 
Examiner has foiled to establish a prima Jade case of obviousness. The MPEP stales, in relevant 
part: 

To establish a prima favie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must he 
met. First., there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference 
teachi ngs. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or 
suggest all of the claim limitations. 

MPEP §2142. 

Brichta and Christiansen fail to teach or suggest, either alone or in combination all of the 
claim limitations of claims 1-6, 8-17, 19-24 and 31. All claim limitations must be taught or 
suggested by the prior art to establish a prima facie obviousness rejection. MPEP § 2143.03 

Claim 1 is directed to a method for automated processing of a search list provided by a 
remote user, and retrieving and delivering information corresponding to at least one item 
contained in said search list. The method is comprised of the following steps: receiving, onto a 
central server that services a plurality of remote users, a search list provided by the user, said 
search list comprising at least one item; forming a query at the central server based on the search 
list: periodically performing the following steps: initiating, from the central server, a search 
using the query on two or more information sources on the World Wide Web in order to locate 
information corresponding to each of said at least one item; retrieving, with the central server, 
said information., formatting said information i nto a common format mane the centra! ->er\er, 

cemmmig uhcfo idjnh • -cm K i il< > i ' i ) i >c i u » n 
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inftnmdtion c i lata orrespouds So resu £ ^ € dies r y the query . 

tnd r step (iv) r , i t n- * d i t 

ascertain ed to be cut ton: U user . The Applicants respectfully assert that Brichta and 

tlinstianscm fail m show enher alone or m combmatKn all of the underlii k < in ki 1 
paragraph set forth above. 

Applicants respectfully assert that Brichta fads to disclose formatting sai i is '» rmatku 

nto a comt formal usmg.tl centra crves In Brichta the source database contains i 
number of records having disparate formats and file structures. Brichta , Col. 2, line 55. The 
databases may be different types and/or operate on different platforms. Brichta , Col. 2, line 56- 
57. The database controller, of the source system, contains a transformation engine which is 
used to translate data extracted from the source database into a common format and file structure. 
Brichta, Col. 3, lines 10-1 2. This is performed so that the data from the different data sources 
may be loaded onto the common server in a common format. 

In the present application., the central server searches a plurality of content, sources using 
the query based on the search list. See, Application, p. 14, line 14. The central server then 
retrieves the information from the search and provides the information to a storage database, 
within the central server, "where the information is formatted into a common format.'' See, 
Application, p. 14, line 16-18. The Applicants respectfully assert thai formatting information 
ubt 1 1 cd j on) i si. i I \ i § web not the same is fom attui^, 

1 1 eai ehed source information stored in a database. 

The Examiner has cited Col 7 lines 25- 50 as disclosing the claim element ascertaining 
whesher <:-.k) inmrsn.Unn: ; N N\ c-.m:parhw s.iU ml. m.;; i;'n m ;h-,- a>mm.^ foQMUo 

rfoin nun t cd m a st lag dumb , • ' o nm, lorm; yheiejiiihejnfo it njtored 
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* i j > res pot _> ' th a« 1 I he cited se 

Brichta describes steps to validate the data received from a query of the common database. The 
validation is performed by comparing the status of the data received to the status of that data in 
the common database where the status is the number of rows of data in the common database. 
This step is evaluating the received data to determine if it is in the format required by the 
common database. The Applicants respectfully submit that the cited section of Brichta is not the 
same as comparing formatted information obtained from a current search to results of previous 
searches using the query . Comparing the number of rows from a search to the number of rows in 
a database is not the same as determining if the information is current. Furthermore, the number 
of ro ws in a database is not the same as the resul ts of a previous search. 

Lastly, Brichta fails to disclose after step (iv) (ascertaining whether the information is 
current), electronically delivering, using .said central server, only said information ascertained to 
be current to the remote user. In Brichta, after the common database controller executes the 
query, it "passes the results back to the client database controller 52." Brichta , Col. 7, lines 34- 
35. Firstly. Applicants assert that Brichta does not provide for electronic delivery of current 
search results to a user, Brichta. discloses delivery of search results to the database. Secondly, as 
discussed above, Brichta does not provide for a mechanism to ascertain or provide current search 
results. 

Christiansen discloses a method and system for a personalized network robot. 
Christiansen, Col 2, lines 43-44. Christiansen fails to disclose any of the limitations that are not 
disclosed in Brichta, as discussed above. 

The Applicants respectfully assert that Brichta and Chri.siian.son fail to show, either alone 
or in combination, all of the claim limitations of claim L 1 ikon 5 I 
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to show, either alone or in combination, all of the claim limitations of independent claims 12, 23, 
24 and 3 1 which include the same claim limitations as claim 1. 

Claims 2-6 and 8-11 depend directly fiom independent claim 1 . Because these claims 
depend from an allowable base claim, such claims are similarly allowable. Claims 12-17 and 19- 
22 depend directly from independent claim 12. Because these claims depend from an allowable 
base claim, such claims are similarly allowable. 

4, Rejection of Claims 7 and 18 

Claim 7 and claim 1 8 depend from independent claims 1 and 12. The Applicants 
respectfully assert, that claims 7 and 1 8 are patentable over Brichta in v iew of Christiansen and 
further in view of Hubert for the reasons noted above. Additionally, Robert fells to disclose any 
of the limitations that are not disclosed in Brichta and Christiansen, as discussed above, but are 
required by claims 1 and 12. Hubert discloses a method and system to access data from one of 
several databases. The users may receive the query results via email. Rubert . Col. 5, lines 20- 
21. Therefore, it is submitted that claims 7 and 18 are allowable because such claims depend 
directly or indirectly from an allowable base claim. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is submitted that pending claims 1 -24 and 3 1 are in 
condition for allowance. Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance of claims 1-24 and 31 are 
requested. 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
rejections presented in the Office Action mailed September 25, 2006. The Examiner is invited to 
contact the undersigned at 215-963-5055 to discuss any matter concerning this Application. 
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The Commissioner is hereby authorized by this paper to charge any fees due in 
connection with the tiling of the response to Deposit Account No. 50-0310. 

Respectfully submitted. 



March 26. 2007 By: /damclh.eofub/ 

Date Daniel 11 GoSuh 

Reg. No. 33,701 

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKHJS, LLP 
1701 Market Street 
Philadelphia, l>A 19103-2921 
Telephone: (215) 963-5055 
Facsimile: (215)963-5299 
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